Between the mid-fifteenth and mid-sixteenth century Prerogativa Regis, a central text of fiscal feudalism, was introduced into the curriculum of the Inns of Court, developed, and then abandoned. This book argues that while lawyers often turned their attention to the text when political and financial issues brought it to the fore, they sought to maintain an intellectual consistency and coherence in the law. Discussions of both substance and procedure demonstrate how readers reflected the concerns of their time in the topics they chose to consider and how they drew on the learning of both their predecessors and their peers at the Inns. The first study based primarily on readings, this book throws new light on legal education, early Tudor financial and administrative procedure, and the relationship between the ways that law was made, taught, and used.
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PREFACE
Maitland's famous comment in his equally famous Rede lecture that "law schools make tough law" has been often quoted, but little has been done to prove or disprove it for the period he discussed. The history, structure, and culture of the Inns of Court have been well studied, but little work has been done on the content of their teaching. Admittedly, the materials are unprepossessing, but they are voluminous, and they exert their own odd fascination, for they offer us the opportunity to understand how common lawyers were trained to think. Given the numerous roles that men trained at the Inns of Court played in sixteenth-century England, any insight into their understanding of the law, their role, and their society would seem to be of value. At the conclusion of this project I am not sure how much insight I have achieved into the lawyers, but I have come to truly appreciate Maitland's comment, and the depth and breadth of knowledge of the men who taught at the Inns of Court. This was in many ways an unexpected project for me, and many people made it possible. My deepest thanks go to Ken Bartlett, who was an unending source of intellectual, moral, and practical support, and who gave freely of that most precious of all commodities, his time. I am also deeply grateful to John Baker for giving me the benefit of his vast knowledge of the manuscript readings on which this study is based at an early stage, and for keeping any misgivings he may have felt to himself. His work on the readings and on the Tudor reports made this project possible, and his support, encouragement, and advice have been invaluable. Richard Schneider argued over virtually every page with me, and constantly pushed me to think more deeply about the sources. I am also grateful for the insights of William C. Jordan, Thomas Mayer, and John Guy, as well as the readers from the Press. Others gave me help, advice, and criticism along the way. 
